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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 6/6/2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. The previously applied objections to claims 9 and abstract are hereby withdrawn 
in view of applicant's amendment. 

3. The previously applied 101 rejections to claim 12-22 are hereby withdrawn in 
view of applicant's amendment. 

4. Applicant begins by arguing, regarding rejection under 35 USC § 101, that 
applicant has amended independent claim 1 to clarify that the framework is for creating 
a customized core product to meet a service need specific to the customer that is not 
met by the core product and to recite that the customized core product includes and 
functionally utilizes the core product its unaltered form along with any specialized, 
replacing, or added services. Applicant believes the amendment should able to 
overcome the 101 rejection. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's arguments, because core 
product, (core product is defined as any item delivered in a product intended for more 
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than one customer, see specification page 1 , [0002], and the product can be web 
service), and framework, (see specification, page 5, [0018] and figure 2), can be 
software, per se. The system does not include any hardware. The claim as a whole may 
be rendered with software. 

Second, applicant argues that Robert fails to disclose a framework for creating a 
customized core product to meet a service need specific to the customer that is not 
meet by the core product such that the customized core product includes and 
functionally utilizes the core product in its unaltered form along with any specialized, 
replacing, or added service as required by claim 1 . Applicant also argues that once the 
feature is added to the template (core product), Roberts teaches calling a regeneration 
service to generate a resulting web service application. Applicant respectfully submits 
that this process results in a new or different application from the asserted core product 
rather than a customized core product as required by claim 1 . Moreover, the customized 
core product includes and functionally utilizes the core product in its unaltered form. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees with applicant's arguments, because Robert 
discloses a framework for creating a customized core product to meet a service need 
specific to the customer that is not met by the core product, (Feature Editing Ul template 
600 creates new features for template author WSA (core product), as a result, template 
author WSA is customize), that the customized core product includes and functionally 
utilizes the core product in its unaltered form along with any specialized, replacing, or 
added services, (col. 15, lines 12-50, Feature Editing Ul template 600 add a new 
feature, however, the old feature in the template author WSA still exist). Moreover, 
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template author WSA because the customize core product which consists of new 
features and old features after template 600 added the new features to the template 
author WSA. 

Third, applicant argues that Robert fails to disclose the feature that the service 
need is a service need that is not shared by any other customer. The argument is 
rejected under 35 USC § 1 03 (a) in view of Ohashi. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

2. Claims 1-11 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. 

In claim 1 , core product, (core product is defined as any item delivered in a 
product intended for more than one customer, see specification page 1 , [0002], and the 
product can be web service), and framework, (see specification, page 5, [0018] and 
figure 2), can be software, per se. The system does not include any hardware. The 
claim as a whole may be rendered with software. 

Claims 2-1 1 and 23 fail to resolve the deficiency of claims 1 and 12 above. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Robert et al., (US 6,560,633 B1, thereinafter Robert), in view of Ohashi et al., (US 
5,761,309, hereinafter Ohashi). 

5. Regarding claim 1 , Roberts discloses a system for at least one of specializing, 
replacing, and adding services of a service oriented architecture, (col. 15, lines 40-50), 
the system comprising: 

a core product for utilization by a customer, the core product being generic in 
nature, ("Template Author WSA", col. 15, lines 11-26, col. 15, lines 40-50), and intended 
for use by more than one customer, ("users may select features for creation in a 
template by using a template author application", col. 14, lines 65-66), 

a framework for creating a customized core product to meet a service need 
specific to the customer that is not met by the core product, (Feature Editing Ul template 
600 creates new features for template author WSA (core product), as a result, template 
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author WSA is customize), by at least one of specializing, replacing, and adding 
services of the core product, (col. 15, lines 40-50), wherein the at least one of 
specializing, replacing, and adding services does not include alteration of the core 
product, (col. 16, lines 50-59). 

wherein the customized core product includes and functionally utilizes the core 
product in its unaltered form along with any specialized, replacing, or added services, 
(col. 15, lines 12-50, Feature Editing Ul template 600 add a new feature, however, the 
old feature in the template author WSA still exist), and 

Robert does not disclose the service need is a service need that is not shared by 
any other customer. 

Ohashi discloses the service need is a service need that is not shared by any 
other customer. 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the teachings of Ohashi with the teachings of Robert because they system can 
protect other people to access some of the network services which contain private 
information. 

6. Regarding claims 2 , Roberts discloses the framework comprises: 

an existing service implementation as defined in an XML configuration, (col. 4, 
lines 1). 

a service client for requesting a service implementation, (col. 21 , lines 39-52). 
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a service factory for creating the service implementation, (col. 2, lines 35-40).; 

and 

a service interface for allowing access to the service implementation by the 
service client, (fig. 7A, col. 19, lines 10-22). 

7. Regarding claims 3, Robert discloses if the existing service implementation is 
specialized, a new custom service implementation is created, (col. 11, lines 40-55), and 
the existing service implementation is subclassed, (col. 16, lines 51-58). 

8. Regarding claims 4, Robert discloses select methods of the existing service 
implementation are overridden by the new custom service implementation, (fig. 5, col. 
12, lines 55-67; col. 13, lines 1-24). 

9. Regarding claims 5, Robert discloses if the existing service implementation is 
replaced, a new custom service implementation is created and the existing service 
implementation is replaced with the new custom service implementation, (fig. 5, col. 12, 
lines 55-67; col. 13, lines 1-24). 

10. Regarding claim 6, Robert discloses if a new custom service is added, a new 
custom service implementation, (fig. 5, col. 12, lines 55-67; col. 13, lines 1-24), a new 
custom service factory, (col. 21 , lines 53-67), and a new custom service interface are 
created, (col. 22, lines 50-55). 
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Robert doesn't explicitly disclose a new custom service client is created. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the inventions to realize that 
the new service is created for a new service client. Therefore, the new service client will 
be automatically created. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 7, Robert discloses at least one middleware for accessing a 
particular service, ("web browsers", col. 5, lines 23-28). 

12. Regarding claim 8, Robert discloses the at least one middleware comprises at 
least one of Web Services, EJB local access, EJB remote access, local Java call 
access, and MDB message queue access, (col. 5, lines 19-30). 

13. Regarding claim 9, Robert discloses middleware bindings, (network services, col. 
2, lines 36), for the at least one middleware are automatically generated during a build 
operation, (col. 2, lines 35-43). 

14. Regarding claim 10, Robert discloses the middleware bindings are generated via 
templates, (col. 2, lines 35-62). 

1 5. Regarding claim 1 1 , Robert discloses a middleware binding for a new 
middleware is generated automatically via a new template, (col. 2, lines 35-62). 
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16. Regarding claim 23, Robert discloses accessing the particular service via the at 
least one middleware comprises utilizing a client proxy stub, (XML, HTML, MIME 
encoded, col. 5, lines 20-40). 

17. Regarding claims 12-22 and 24, they are method claims corresponding to the 
machine readable medium claims 1-1 1 and 23. They are rejected for the same reasons. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed 
within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Yl CHEN whose telephone number is (571)270-3805. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell can be reached on 571-272-3868. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Andrew Caldwell/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art 

Unit 2142 

9/12/2008 
Yi Chen 



